The panelists were remarkably tolerant of ignorance and even bias on the part of non-disabled interviewers. For instance, one attorney who is often offered assistance by strangers even though he does not need it advised law students not to react negatively because "they're going to go away thinking that everyone in a wheelchair has got an attitude." He went even further and 11 said that he sometimes accepts help he does not need just to make the one who offered it feel good.
He ends his advice this way: "Make them feel 12 comfortable. Don't abuse them or be rude to them. Look at it as a learning process for them." 13 Occasionally, though, the panelists verbalized their frustration at being treated as stereotypes. One panelist, who is a prosecutor, was irritated when people assume he does disability cases or civil-rights cases. He said, "The work that I do as a lawyer has absolutely nothing to do with my disability." 14 Another recognized that disability is a social construct as much as it is an individual characteristic: "I believe that the problem of blindness is not the lack of eyesight. . . . The real problem with blindness is society's attitudes about blindness." 15 Because of the paucity of articles about disability in the interviewing process, I broadened my inquiry to look at the interviewing experiences of law students in other traditionally disfavored groups. I found a number of articles dealing with the experiences of women, racial minorities, and lesbian and gay law students in job interviews.
A lawsuits but thought that they could not be rainmakers. Another interviewer 16 said that hiring "cute women" allowed for natural attrition because they get married, have babies, and quit the firm. A 1951 graduate, whose picture was 17 on the front page of the Houston Post as a "lone female in a sea of men," received a call from a Houston attorney offering her a job as a legal secretary. When she told him she planned to practice law with a west Texas 18 firm, he became irate and told her she should confine herself to being a secretary.
19
A 1975 graduate, a product of the era when women were first being admitted to law schools in significant numbers, reported some of the interview stories that discouraged her from interviewing at law firms. One classmate was asked if she would breast-feed her children and whether her husband resented her high law school grades. Playing it safe, the 1975 graduate 20 decided to interview at the attorney general's office where she had clerked.
21
During the interview she was told, " [W] e checked on your clerkship with [the] person who was chief of that department at that time and he said, 'I would never hire a woman, but if I was ever going to hire a woman, Myra is the only woman I would hire.'" She got the job anyway.
22
Up into the 1980s, women still reported being told that they could be hired to do research but not litigation because juries, judges, and clients do not "relate well to women." A short, blonde, perky female, a 1981 graduate, was 23 asked if she found it difficult being both short and female. Another was 24 interviewed for a litigation position in a law firm because (she learned later) her first name was gender ambiguous. When the interviewer realized she was female, he told her he did not think women could litigate.
25
People of color, men and women alike, tell of experiences similar to those recounted above. One interviewer asked an African-American candidate why the firm should hire an African-American now, after a long history of having Applicant, 6 LAW & SEXUALITY 127 (1996) . no African-American lawyers. African-American candidates encounter more 26 subtle forms of bias too, such as when interviewers assume that they will not be interested in the same social activities as white lawyers, or where other 27 lawyers assume a minority lawyer is not as qualified as a white lawyer. One 28 anecdote told of an African-American female who received high marks from all the interviewers except one older white male who found her "too aggressive." She was eliminated, while two white males with lower grades 29 and negative interviewer reviews were hired.
30
Many minority lawyers complain of the pervasive stereotypes they encounter. Asian-American men believe that they are often regarded as meek. They also believe that they encounter the reverse of the stereotype 31 African-Americans report (that African-Americans are weak academically and have their jobs solely because of affirmative action). Asian-Americans, by 32 contrast, are expected to excel academically. When they are merely average students, they believe they are treated worse than average white students. 33 Sometimes, the interviewing student thinks she is just needed as a statistic. One African-American woman put it rather humorously: "[I felt] like people saw me as a 'two-check' on their NALP [National Association for Law Placement] form-African American and female-and that they were just itching to ask me if I were lesbian or had any disabilities because that would have been a bigger bargain-four checks for the price of one." 34 Lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgendered law students have their own interview stories to tell. Like people with hidden disabilities, people of minority sexual orientations often wonder whether to disclose, and if they decide to disclose, when to disclose. One determined young woman undertook an experiment to determine the effect of disclosure on her career options. In half of her on-campus interviews, she submitted a full resume 35 showing her gay rights activities; while in the other half, she described the gay If you came to work for the firm, and two years later got a bad evaluation, would you immediately assume that the evaluation was the result of anti-gay discrimination? I don't know that this was a factor, . . . but I wouldn't be surprised if some people on the hiring committee had this concern in mind.
41
Despite this experience, the author of the article remained convinced that law firm interviewers had good intentions but lacked information about what constitutes discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation.
42
The Los Angeles County Bar Association undertook to study the level of sexual orientation discrimination among its members in light of the fact that such discrimination violates both California law and the California Rules of Professional Conduct. One in seven attorneys reported that his or her 43 employer engaged in discrimination on account of sexual orientation. 44 This study found that sexual orientation discrimination was much less subtly expressed than other types of bias. Some sample quotations from interviewers follow.
We (I) do not believe we (I) have to hire gay or lesbian attorneys-ever. . . . Don't have any; don't want any. remain in the closet, being denied advancement because of their sexual orientation, and being the object of blatant homophobic comments, in addition to many other adverse experiences because of their sexual orientation.
50
The articles discussed in the paragraphs above highlight the continuing struggles faced by disfavored groups to bring diversity to the practice of law. The American Bar Association (ABA) is beginning to address disability as another aspect of diversity. The ABA and the federal Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) co-sponsored the first National Conference on the Employment of Lawyers with Disabilities in May 2006. The 51 conference brought together recognized experts from around the country, including several who were at this symposium, for two main purposes: "(1) to facilitate the hiring of lawyers with disabilities, and (2) to help implement Goal IX, which commits the ABA and all its many entities to promote the participation of lawyers with disabilities, women, and racial and ethnic minorities in the legal profession." Regrettably, lawyers with disabilities continue to face discrimination. Nearly half of the respondents of a recent survey by the State Bar of California's Committee on Legal Professionals with Disabilities believed that they were denied employment opportunities because of their disabilities. Many of them indicated that they were denied jobs even though they graduated in the top 10 to 20 percent of their law school classes at higher-ranked schools than those who eventually received job offers. Some survey respondents indicated that law firms that had extended job offers to them revoked the offers once the firms discovered an individual's disability.
55
One of the things the conference achieved was to promulgate several sets of recommendations. Conference participants and the ABA Commission on Mental and Physical Disability Law developed recommendations for legal employers as guidance during the application and hiring processes that 56 would, if implemented by prospective employers, go a long way toward eliminating the employment gap between lawyers with and without disabilities. I have included the text of the recommendations as Appendix I to this Article.
II. SURVEY OF GEORGIA LAW STUDENTS
I was curious to see whether the job interview experiences reported by Georgia law students would parallel those reported by the groups in the articles examined above. With the help of the Survey Research Center at the University of Georgia, I designed a survey instrument to answer that question. I wanted responses from all law students who had interviewed for law-related jobs, not just law students with disabilities. I wanted to see what differences in experience and perception, if any, existed between students with and without disabilities. The full survey instrument is included as Appendix II.
The survey was sent in March 2007 by email to the students of the five accredited law schools in Georgia-Emory, Georgia State University, John Marshall, Mercer University, and the University of Georgia. students in all of the law schools had received the survey, approximately 2,811 students would have received the survey. Due to institutional polices at one of the law schools, however, the survey was not disseminated to the entire student body, but only to just over one-fifth of the student body. I believe that approximately 2,280 students actually received the survey. Two hundred eighty-seven students responded, a response rate of 12.6%. A return rate of 10% to 20% is the norm on surveys of this kind. Almost 80% of the respondents were second-and third-year law students, an imbalance that is probably due to the survey having targeted only students who interviewed for jobs in law-related fields. Many first-year students may not have yet done any law-related interviewing. The average age of respondents was twenty-six. Fifty-eight percent of respondents were female, 82.4% were white, and 94.3% were heterosexual. Approximately 95% of respondents reported no disability under any of the three definitional prongs of the ADA.
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Twelve students reported having a disability under the first prong qualification, having a current impairment. Twelve students reported having a record of disability (prong two), and fourteen students reported having a condition that might be regarded as a disability (prong three). The categories are not mutually exclusive, so it is impossible to say how much overlap there was among these respondents. The total number of respondents on subsequent questions would suggest that somewhere between fourteen and twenty students with disabilities responded to the survey. Half of the students who reported having a disability said their disability would not be evident to someone who meets them for the first time, and 80% said it would not be evident to anyone who talks to them on the telephone. The large proportion of hidden disabilities among these respondents probably accounts for their surprising answers as to when they disclose their disability to an employer. Of respondents with prong-one disabilities, 55.6% do not disclose them to their employer at all. A similar number of "regarded as" respondents, 54.5%, do not disclose, and 43.5% of respondents with a record of disability never disclose the disability to their employers. The students who do disclose their disability most often do so at the interview stage. The next most frequent answer was "After receiving an offer." I was curious whether the issue of disability came up either directly or indirectly during interviews, and if it did come up, who raised it. Approximately 74% of students with disabilities reported that no interviewers 2008] HOW POTENTIAL EMPLOYERS APPROACH DISABILITY 517 asked questions about their health and stamina, and 57.9% recalled no inquiries about their ability to work long hours. Eight students did report receiving questions about health, stamina, and ability to work long hours. Although the questions were not explicitly aimed at discovering the student's disability, 75% of disabled students believed that this was the purpose of such questions. One student reported that disability was explicitly discussed in all her interviews, one reported that it was discussed in more than half, and two reported that it was discussed in less than half the interviews. Only two students reported interviewers who discussed reasonable accommodations.
Interviewers raised the issues of disability or reasonable accommodation in half of the reported discussions, while respondents raised the issue in the other half. I wanted to know whether law students with disabilities believed they had been discriminated against because of their disability. Approximately 78% did not believe that any of the potential employers rejected them because of their disability, 52.6% reported that they were employed or had a job offer, and 68.4% of those employed believe that their job was equivalent to the jobs of similarly qualified but not disabled law students.
Another objective of my survey was to discover whether non-disabled law students have the same types of interviewing experiences reported by students with disabilities. It would appear that their experiences differ somewhat. Only eight non-disabled students out of 225 reported questions about health and stamina (compared to five out of nineteen among disabled students). Twenty-five out of 226 reported questions about ability to work long hours (compared to eight out of nineteen among disabled students). Only a tiny fraction of non-disabled students-four out of 185-believed those questions were aimed at discovering disability (compared to six out of eight among disabled students). In only four cases out of 225 did non-disabled students report that the interviewer explicitly discussed disability in an interview (compared to four out of nineteen among disabled students).
My final inquiry was whether non-disabled students are more likely to be employed and whether their jobs are equivalent to ones offered to disabled students. The survey results indicated that 65.2% of non-disabled students had jobs or job offers, and 72.7% believed their jobs were the equivalent of their disabled colleagues' jobs.
The survey included an open-ended question that invited respondents to say anything they wanted on the topic of interviewing and disability. One student with a visible disability of an unspecified type reported being asked whether he dictated or typed his work. When he said he typed over fifty words a minute on a regular laptop, the interviewer accused him of lying.
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UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH LAW REVIEW [Vol. 69:509 This same student, who was in the top twenty percent of his class, had fifty interviews and no job offers. He believed firms chose to go with less qualified candidates out of fear of having to accommodate. The job offer he accepted, a prestigious appellate court position, came through a family contact who attested to his abilities. He ends his comment with a cri de coeur: "I think given how my disability looks, firms think I am incapable of performing their caliber of work. To which I would ask, 'How then do you think I am in the top 20% of my class?' VERY FRUSTRATING!!" Another student who interviewed with a male judge reported that the judge asked her if she had any disabilities. She wondered whether that was a legitimate question, but she told him she had ulcerative colitis. The judge continued to talk about it during the rest of the interview even after she told him that it was a mild case and was controlled by medication. He offered the job to someone else, although she did not believe it was because she had colitis. She seemed to go out of her way to excuse the judge: "Probably the question was just because the judge was a bit eccentric."
A student who took medication for panic attacks said he was sure that he didn't meet the definition of being disabled, but that he would not mention his panic attacks out of fear that an employer would view them as a hindrance in litigation, public speaking, and maybe even passing the bar exam. That same student went on to say, "I have heard of many disabled students who believe they can only go into tax work or other less client-interactive positions because law firms don't want them out 'in public.'" Three different women told of being interrogated by interviewers about their plans to have children. One said, "I know that child-bearing isn't included on the list of disabilities, but should it be since some employers treat it that way?" Another said, "My experiences lead me to believe that being a woman who may potentially become pregnant has really hurt my marketability. I have basically given up working for a law firm. I realize that this is more of a sex discrimination issue, but fertility ought to be considered a disability if it prevents women from getting jobs and it is a physical condition." The third said, " [T] here was a strong indication that if I got pregnant it would be a problem."
Eight students (out of thirty-eight who wrote comments) said explicitly that there was no mention of disability, direct or indirect, in any of their interviews. Three students found it difficult to answer the question about whether their jobs were equivalent to the jobs offered to others-one of them was so frustrated by the question that he apparently wanted me fired for doing the survey: "I am really glad that taxpayer money is being used to fund this crap." My wounded feelings were soothed when I read the following 58. Still, the 12.6% employment gap found in my survey is considerably smaller than the 43% gap in the population at large that was cited by Mr. Thornburgh in his keynote address. See ABA REPORT, supra note 51, at 10. comment: "I never knew my problems qualified me to be considered disabled. Thank you for this survey. . . . I am going to seek accommodation. . . . No one has ever been rude at an interview, but I think my problems probably resulting [sic] in my receiving fewer interviews and callbacks than people who are healthy." One student said succinctly, "Law school interviewing is horrible."
III. CONCLUSION
I have reached four cautious conclusions from my survey. First, it appears that there is rarely any discussion of disability in law school interviews, particularly in interviews with non-disabled students. Without more information, it is difficult to say whether the failure to discuss disability indicates interviewer bias. It may simply mean that interviewers do not realize that the incidence of disability is as high as it is, so they don't see discussing disability-related policies as a high priority during interviews.
Second, law students appear to be very reluctant to disclose their disabilities to potential employers. I was surprised that these numbers were so high, since reasonable accommodation will not be available to those who choose to keep their disabilities a secret. The rate of non-disclosure reminds me of the decisions of gay and lesbian attorneys to stay in the closet because the stigma of being gay puts them at a competitive disadvantage. It would seem that a large number of law students with disabilities believe that disability carries a stigma that would disadvantage them more than the legal rights created by the ADA would help them.
Third, the experiences and perceptions of disabled law students differ from the experiences and perceptions of non-disabled law students. Students with disabilities were less likely to have a job or job offer and were less 58 likely to believe their jobs were the equivalent of non-disabled colleagues' jobs.
Fourth, interviewers discussed disability with the disabled applicants more often than they did with non-disabled applicants, although there was little discussion regarding the issue in general. 1. Appoint a diversity representative on your firm's management committee (or in that component of a human resource department that does legal hiring for an agency, organization, or corporation) who is well-versed in disability issues. 2. Understand the requirements of the ADA and any applicable state disability discrimination laws when planning and implementing your hiring and retention procedures, and creating a productive work environment for your lawyers with disabilities. (Perhaps the most important rule is that during the pre-offer stage you should allow the candidate to raise the issue of disability or not, and only to the extent that the candidate wishes to discuss that issue.) 3. In your job announcements, make people with disabilities a part of the equal opportunity language that you use, and make sure that the announcements are sent in print and electronic formats that will make them accessible to persons with visual, manual, mobility, and other relevant disabilities. Also, recognize that in order to encourage diverse applications, it is useful to target locations that are likely to be used by members of diverse groups, including persons with disabilities who, for example, may be more likely to utilize the Internet and websites than other candidates. 4. When deciding how to populate your work environment with lawyers, write job descriptions that closely reflect those specific tasks that you view as essential, so that persons who may have outstanding oral, writing, or computer legal research skills, but may be less proficient with regard to one of the other areas, will not be automatically excluded from consideration. Also, you should be judging all candidates primarily on how they will perform essential job functions. 5. When preparing job descriptions for the lawyers you want to hire, ensure that your list of minimum qualifications are not higher than they need to be for the position that you are trying to fill. 6. In the interview process, ask questions that bring out the candidate's strengths first and then, if necessary, delve into his or her possible limitations. In determining who is qualified, focus on essential functions of the position, rather than general disqualification measures such as grade point average, law review, and/or LSAT scores. 7. If and when you feel it is necessary to consider law school grade point averages, LSAT scores, and law review participation, remember that these are convenient, but often inaccurate or under-inclusive measures of legal potential, particularly for law students with disabilities, law students who must work while in school, and law students who were at a distinct academic disadvantage when they started but who have continued to improve while in law school. 8. When deciding whether to hire lawyers, make a list of their strengths in relation to the essential job functions, and make the best case for how each qualified applicant might help your firm, agency, department, or organization before examining their potential limitations. The purpose of this research study is to examine how both interviewers and interviewees approach questions about disability. Students with or without disabilities at any stage of their law school careers are invited to participate if, while law students, they interviewed for a full time job (including summer associate jobs) in a position requiring legal training.
If you should choose to participate in this study, you will complete an online survey that includes basic demographic questions and questions regarding your interviewing experiences and questions about disabilities.
Completion of the survey is expected to take approximately 10 minutes. Please note that Internet communications are insecure and there is a limit to the confidentiality that can be guaranteed due to the technology itself. However, any information that is obtained in connection with this study will remain completely anonymous and no participant will be individually identified. Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You may withdraw at any time without penalty, or skip any questions you feel uncomfortable answering. There is no more than minimal risk anticipated with participation in this study, and there is expected to be no tangible benefit for you as a result of participation in this study.
If you have any questions do not hesitate to ask now or at a later date. You may contact James J. Bason, Director and Associate Research Scientist at 706-542-9082 or jbason@uga.edu.
Thank you for the invaluable help that you are providing by participating in this research study. It is expected the results of this study will be presented at a conference on disability in the legal profession in September, 2007, at Emory University.
